plex notions. 2 Findlay is not alone in this belief. Ronald Suter, for example, also makes the accusation and claims that "it has bearing on our judgment of Russell as a critic of his predecessors" though he does not intend "a disparagement of [Russell's) theory of descriptions, which remains one of the great philosophical achievements of our· century". 3 Linsky writes:
.
[I]t is certain that Russell's view of Meinong as a man who had embraced chimeras and golden mountains, spirits and round squares, as things which exist in another shadow world is far from true. 4 Richard Campbell explicitly attributes priority in the misinterpretation to Russell, claiming that it "goes back to Russell's 'early reports of [Meinong's] position in Mind for 1904.,,5 Thus Meinong is now commonly added to the (already lengthy) list of philosophers Russell was allegedly too impatient to understand before he criticized. It must be conceded that there are two widely separated passages in Russell's writings where he does unmistakably misinterpret Meinongin the way Findlay and others have claimed. Neither reference is as early as Campbell claims: one is from Russell's last major philosophical work (My Philosophical Development, 1959) , the other is from a book written during the First World War (Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, 1919) . The circumstances surrounding the writing of these two books--one was written in prison, the other more than fifty years after Russell's study of Meinong's theory of objects--should have made appropriately cautious commentators wary of taking either as a considered statement of Russell's interpretation of Meinong. However, of the authors already mentioned, only Linsky uses the incriminating evidence in these books--theothers either give 2Preface to second edition of his Meinong's Theory of Objects and Values (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963) , pp. xi-xii. Significantly, Findlay does not make this claim either in the first edition (1933) of his book or in the body of the second edition. ' 3"Russell's 'Refutation' of Meinong ;in 'On Denoting"', Philosophy and Phenomenological Research. 27 (1966/67), p. 512. 4Leonard Linsky, Referring (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967) , p. 16.
5"Did Meinong Plant a Jungle?", Philosophical Papers (Grahamstown), 1 (1972), p. 89. 40 no evidence or create "evidence" by out of context quotation.
The origin of the view that Russell for the most part misinterpreted Meinong is to be found, not in Russell's writings on Meinong, but in the fact that Russell's own position at the time he first studied Meinong was essentially the view that used, mistakenly, to be attributed to Meinong: namely, that every object of thought, or constituent of a proposition, has being. s Since it's been widely popular to confuse Russell's theory of terms with Meinong's theory of objects,7 it is not unduly surprising that once the two theories were distinguished Russell came to be held responsible for confusing them. In fact, as I shall show, Russell was well aware of the distinction.
In his most extended discussion of Meinong ("Meinong's Theory of Complexes and Assumptions", Mind, 1904) , which Campbell cites as the source of the misinterpretation of Meinong, Russell explicitly notes that Meinong thought some objects neither exist nor subsist. Russell, for example, reports Meinong's views on judgments with the remark: "the judgment always has its object and its Objective, but these do not necessarily have bein~."e Elsewhere in the paper there are copious references to the fact that Meinong held that there are Objectives which do not have being. Nor is the parallel position with respect to objects ignored: Russell gives it as Meinong' s view that "the obj ect is transcendent when it exists, or when it has being (these are alternatives), and that otherwise it is immanent",lO which clearly entails (since immanence is non-null) that some objects neither exist nor subsist. The fact that Russell emphasizes Meinong's doctrine of non-subsisting Objectives, but only occasionally mentions the doctrine of non-subsisting SCf. The Principles of Mathematics. 2nd edn. (London: Allen and Unwin, 1937; 1st edn., 1903) objects, does not mean that Russell was unclear or mistaken about the latter, but merely that Russell's paper was not about Meinong's theory of objects but about his theory of complex objects and Objectives. The theory of objects, in any case, had not been given its definitive formulation at the time Russell wrote. As might be expected, "evidence" that Russell misunderstood Meinong can be obtained by quoting out of context. Thus, for example, Russell says "the assertion of being [of an object of awareness], if not analytic, is yet more nearly so than any other assertion."ll But when the context is taken into account it becomes clear that Russell is here not attributing this view to Meinong, but putting it forward as his own. Confusion might arise because in "Meinong's Theory" Russell had "the double purpose of expounding [Meinong's] opinions and of advocating my own" ;12 and failure to distinguish the two is likely to yield confusion on precisely these points which are essential to avoiding a horrible travesty of Meinong. However, in most cases, even a fairly minimal degree of attentiveness is sufficient to keep the reader aware of which purpose any given passage is serving. Thus, for example, when Russell refers in a footnote to false propositions' subsisting (p. 57n) it is clear that that is his own opinion, since the sentence which has the footnote is almost immediately followed by one in which the opposite view is explicitly attributed (complete with page reference) to Meinong.
It is perhaps unfortunate that Russell begins his paper with a list of theses, of which the fourth, and last, was "that the object of a thought, even when this object does not exist, has a Being which is in no way dependent upon its being an object of thought" (p. 21), thereby suggesting that the thesis is to be attributed to Meinong. The suggestion is, however, quite unwarranted: Rt\ssell adds a footnote which makes clear that the four theses express his own position and the most he claims for Meinong is that Meinong comes close to it. That Russell failed to emphasize Meinong's . divergence on the fourth thesis does not mean that he was unaware of it, and is hardly surprising since in 1904 the mistake of attributing the fourth thesis to Meinong had not gained currency.
There is one passage in ''Meinong's Theory" which is more ambiguous but which seems. to me·to indicate Russell's carelessness in choosing an example, rather than a misinterpretation of the theory of objects. Russell writes:
lIIbid., p. 66. 12Ibid., p. 21.
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It follows ... that there is no validity in Meinong's argument (p. 218 13 ) that presentations must be perceptible because we know of such as have non-existent objects. and the non-existent cannot be perceived. We must hold that the Being, or, as Meinong says, the subsistence, of the non-existent iS9f~en immediately known .... The process suggested bY,Meinong's argument is, in any case, exceedingly andciiriously complicated. First we think of the golden mountain, then we perceive that we are thinking of it; thence, we infer that there is a presentation of the gOlden mountain, and thence finally that the golden mountain subsists or has Being. But when we originally thought of the golden mountain, we already perceived, or at least could percieve if·we chose, that the golden mountain subsists •... 1If
The argument with which Russell is here concerned has to do with Meinong's distinction between real and ideal objects. Real objects (e.g., the mayor of Toronto) can exist while ideal objects (e.g., numbers) can only subsist; however, there are non-existent real objects (e.g., the king of France) as well as non-subsistent ideal objects (e.g., the even prime greater than 2). Since Meinong held that only existent objects could be perceived, the problem arose for him of how knowledge could be obtained of which ideal objects subsist and which do not. Russell's solution, .in many ways the obvious one, was that the subsistence of some ideal obJects is known directly by means of non-sensory acquaintance. 1S Meinong's solution was more complicated and involves our intros~ective awareness of the presentation of the ideal object. 6 Russell's mistake in the passage in question was to use the golden mountain as an example of an ideal object: this choice of example fitted Russell's own 1903 theory, but not Meinong's, since Meinong held that the golden mountain was a real object which neither·existed nor 13The page reference is to Meinong's "Ober Gegendstande horerer und deren Verha1tnis zur inneren Wahrnehmung", Zeitsahrift fUr Psyahologie und Physiologie der Sinnesorgane, 21 (1899), 182-272. The paper is reprinted in the second volume of Meinong's Gesammelte Abhandlungen (Leipzig: Barth, 1914 subsisted. It seems to me most likely that this is just a badly chosen example, but the worst it could show is that Russell misunderstood Meinong's distinction between real and ideal objects. It could hardly be used to show that Russell failed to perceive the radical difference between his own theory in The Principles of Mathematics and Meinong's theory of objects. "Meinong's Theory of Complexes and Assumptions" appeared one year before Russell's theory of descriptions was published in "On Denoting" (Mind, 1905) . The new theory superseded Russell's earlier realism and marked an important divergence between his position and Meinong's. Although Russell's interest in Meinong's work waned after the theory of descriptions, this was a slow process, and in the two years that followed the advent of the theory of descriptions Russell contributed two careful reviews of Meinong's work to Mind (one of considerable length).17 In fact Russell remained almost unique among Meinong's critics in not misrepresenting Meinong's views in order to refute them. In particular, Russell's 1905 review gives abundant evidence that he did not make the mistake of attributing to Meinong his own earlier view that all objects of reference have being. For example:
The first great division of objects is into three classes, those which exist, those which subsist (bestehen) , and those which neither exist nor subsist. It is obvious that abstracts such as diversity or numbers do not exist; propositions, again, are non-existent; thus certainly there are objects which do not exist, and which in some sense subsist. But even when we include subsistence, we do not, it would seem, find a place for all objects; some, such as false propositions, the round square, etc., are objects and yet do not subsist. I8
The early literature on Meinong contains few such clear and unambiguous statements on the "ontological" status of Meinongian objects.
At this tjme it was Russell's practice to make detailed page-by-page notes on books he was reviewing. Some, maybe 17Review of A. Meinong (ed.), Untersuchungen zur Gegenstandstheorie und Psychologie~Mind~14 (1905) Russell's letters to Meinong provide still more evidence:
I have always believed until now that every object must in some sense have being, and I find it difficult to admit unreal objects. In such a case as that of the golden mountain or the round square one must distinguish between sense and reference (to use Frege's terms): the sense is an object, and has being; the reference, however, is not an object. 23 --. The letter is worth quoting because it makes clear that Russell recognized that as far as ontological status was concerned the golden mountain and the round square were, for Meinorig, in the same boat--a claim which might be disputed in view of the passage quoted above from "Meinong's Theory" (p. 36) where Russell chooses the golden mountain as an example of a (subsistent) ideal object.
It is abundantly clear that Russell's early writings on Meinong do not misconstrue the theory of objects. Nonetheless, it might be claimed that when Russell was not writing rectly about Meinong he might have been less careful in the account he gave of Meinong's views. Suter, for example, claims that the travesty occurs in "On Denoting" and even cites "evidence" to prove it:
Russell thus concludes, on Meinong's theory "it would appear it must be self-contradictory to deny the being of anything". 24
But this apparently decisive evidence is only obtained by quoting out of context; the full passage reads:
Hence, it would appear, it must always be self-contradictory to deny the being of anything; but we have seen, in connexion with Meinong, that to admit being also sometimes leads The two arguments put together form a dilemma. On Russell's earlier theory it is, indeed, contradictory to deny the being of anything, since for any object, a, a denial of a's being includes a as the subject of a proposition, and whatever is the subject of a proposition has being. 26 On Meinong's theory, Russell objected that, since Meinong held that the golden mountain is golden, it follows by parity of reasoning that the existent golden mountain exists; thus to admit the being of the golden mountain leads to contradictions, since the golden mountain, on Meinong's theory, does not have being. 27 Linsky uses this argument of Russell's in the same way:
Russell ... thought that Meinong was committed to the view that Pegasus both exists and does not exist. But nothing could be a greater misunderstanding of Meinong's position. He is very careful to make it clear that he is not asserting the existence of round squares and chimeras. 28
Russell did, in fact, believe that Meinong's theory of objects entailed that the existent golden mountain exists, but that this was an entailment of which Meinong was unaware and which would yield a reductio refutation of the theory. He did not think that the existence or subsistence of the golden mountain was a postulate of the theory. If Russell's argument is valid, then Meinong's position is like that of a logician who gives an axiom-set \vhich yields "p."'p". Thus the logician's beliefs entail "p. "'p", but it doesn't follow that the logician believes "p. "'p", or that "p."'p 28Referring, pp. 14-15.
ral postulate of his logic. That Russell's arguments in "On Denoting" against Meinong's position do not rely on the assumption that Meinong believed it is always self-contradictory to deny the existence of anything, is made quite clear by the brief account that he gives there of the theory of objects:
This theory regards any grammatically correct denoting phrase as standing for an object. Thus "the present King of France", "the round square", etc., are supposed to be genuine objects. It is admitted that such objects do not subsist, but nevertheless they are supposed to be objects. 29
Suter, in fact,'quotes part of this passage, but uses it merely to show that Russell "is probably being careless in his use of language.,,3o Linsky, however, is on firmer ground than Suter, since he cites 31 the following passage from Russell's Introduction to MathematicaZ PhiZosophy:
For want of the apparatus of propositional functions, many logicians have been driven to the conclusion that there are unreal objects. It is argued, e.g. by Meinong, that we can speak about "the golden mountain", "the round square", and so on; we can make true propositions of which these are the subjects; hence they must have some kind of logical being, since otherwise the propositions in which they occur would be meaningless. In such theories, it seems to me, there is a failure of that feeling for reality which ought to be preserved even in the most abstract studies. For want of the apparatus of propositional functions, many logicians have been driven to the conclusion that there are unreal objects. They argued that •... 34
On the manuscript, in Russell's hand, "They" is deleted and replaced by "It is" and the reference to Meinong is inserted above the line with a caret mark. The Introduction to MathematicaZ PhiZosophy was written in 1918. Yet earlier the very same year, in his lectures on "The Philosophy of Logical Atomism", Russell had got Meinong right:
Meinong maintains that there is such an object as the round square only it does not exist, and it does not even subsist. ... 35
Russell repeated the mistake much later when he wrote:
[Meinong] pointed out that one can make statements in which the logical subject is "the golden mountain" although no golden mountain exists. He argued, if you say that the golden mountain does not exist, it is obvious that there is something that you are saying does not exist--namely, the golden mountain; therefore the golden mountain must subsist in some shadowy Platonic world of being, for otherwise your statement that the golden mountain does not exist would have no meaning. 36
It would be tempting to write off the first of these blunders as a temporary lapse due to the inadequacies of Brixton Prison's library; and put the second down to the fifty years that had ela~sed since Russell last seriously studied Meinong's work. . 37Clearly Russell was writing carelessly when he said that Meinong "pointed out" that the golden mountain was the "ZogicaZ subject" of the proposition that the golden mountain does not exist, since on Russell's own theory of descriptions the golden mountain could only be the grammatical, and not the logical, subject of a proposition.
as the round square, although it must be a non-existent object. 38
This passage doesn't attribute to Meinong any view which wasn't his, but it fails to point out that Meinong did not ascribe some weaker form of being than existence to the round square--though, by this time, Russell had given up the doctrine of subsistence and may have felt it unnecessary to exclude this possibility in a popular essay. In "My Mental Development" Russell sailed even closer to the wind:
Everyone agrees that "the golden mountain does not exist" is a true proposition. But it has, apparently, a subject, "the golden mountain", and if this subject did not designate some object, the proposition would seem to be meaningless. Meinong inferred that there is a golden mountain, which is golden and a mountain, but does not exist. He even thought that the existent golden mountain is existent, but does not exist. This did not satisfy me, and the desire to avoid Meinong's unduly po~ulous realm of being led me to the theory of descriptions. 9
This passage clearly suggests, though it doesn't entail, that Meinong's realm of being was over-populated because it contained, inter alia, the golden mountain. But though Meinong never thought that the golden mountain subsisted, he did have, as we've seen, a realm of being (though a less populous one than Russell's between 1903 and 1913) which Russell felt able to dispense with by means of the techniques associated with the theory of descriptions. It is just possible (though admittedly unlikely) that Russell had this in mind in his last sentence. But, even on this interpretation, the passage is still mistaken, since it was Russell's desire to avoid his own unduly popUlous realm of being--not Meinong's--that led to the theory of descriptions. Whether or not the passage contains a mistake about Meinong really hinges on the interpretation of the quantifier "there is" in the third sentence, that is on whether it is an existential, "subsistential" or onto logically neutral quantifier. 3a"Philosophy in the Twentieth Century", Saeptiaal Essays (London: Allen and Unwin, 1963; 1st edn., 1928) , p. 50. See also the longer, but similarly ambiguous passage in The Analysis of Mind (London: Allen and Unwin, 1971; 1st edn., 1921), pp. 16, 19. 39"My Mental Development", in Schilpp (ed.) , The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 13. By the time this volume was published the myth about Meinong was fairly widespread, as a check on the indexed references to Meinong shows.
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Clearly Russell didn't intend an existential quantifier, but the other two interpretations are left open. Meinong's theory of objects requires it to be ontologically neutral.
Russell's later references to Meinong are frequently very misleading, and occasionally plainly mistaken. But the same cannot be said of his earlier, much more detailed, studies of Meinong's work. Any claim Russell has to priority in the misinterpretation of Meinong must rest with the solitary reference in the Introduation to Mathematiaal Philosophy. To lay the blame for fifty years' misunderstanding of Meinong's theory of objects on Russell's early studies on Meinong exhibits the same sort of scholarly carelessness with respect to Russell that Russell himself is accused of with respect to Meinong.
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